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Testimony ot Lynn H. Davis 
QUESTION: 
Please state your name and residence address. 
ANSWER: 
Lynn H. Davis; 7530 North Highway 91; Smithfield, Utah. 
QUESTION: 
What is your occupation? 
ANSWER: 
I am professor of agricultural economics at Utah State 
University. 
QUESTION: 
What is your educational background in your 
professional field? 
ANSWER: 
I received a Bachelor of Science degree, with a major 
in agricultural economics, and a minor in animal science from 
Utah State University in 1949; a Master of Science degree, ~ith a 
major in agricultural economics, from Utah State Univer'sity in 
1953; and a Doctor of Philosophy degree with a major in 
agricultural economics, and minors in economics and statistics 
from Oregon State University in 1961. 
QUESTION: 
What has been your professional experience in the field 
of agricultural economics? 
.ANSWER: 
I have had more than twenty years expe rience in 
Agricultural Economics research and teaching a t Ut a h State 
University. During this period I have been responsible for 
research projects and teaching in production economics, farm 
management, agricultural statistics, rural appr a isals, 
agricultural policy and livestock marketi ng. I have been project 
leader of Agricultural Experiment Station research projects. 
Recently, I have been project leader of proj e ct s de a ling with the 
manufacturing firms on rural economics a nd the determination of 
agricultural use values for agricultural lands in Utah. 
Currently, I have a research project dealing with governmental 
regulation and how it affects ~ agriculture. I have also 
served on Western regional research committees. My teaching 
assignments at the University have included Agriculture 
Statistics, Farm and Ranch Appraisal, Production Economics, 
Agricultural Credit, Farm and Ranch Management, Principles of 
Economics and various related seminars. During the period 1962 
to 1966 I taught three courses each year in the Department of 
Applied Stat i stics and Computer Science. 
QUESTION: 
Have you served as a consultant to any private groups 
or government agencies? 
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ANSWER: 
Y~s. I have served as a consultant to a farm machinery 
manufacturer. I have also been involved in five consulting 
assignments in foreign lands. 
QUESTION: 
Can you tell us of what those foreign consulting 
assignments involved? 
ANSWER: 
Yes. 
In 1965, I traveled extensively in North Central Saudi 
Arabia as a member of a team employed by Parsons-Basil Company to 
inventory the resources of the area and recommend programs of 
investigation for the agricultural development of the area. 
Several reports were prepared and the longer range aspects of the 
project were continued by the Saudi Arabian governmen~. 
During 1967 I served as a consultant to the Development 
and Resources Corporations in the Khuzestan area of Iran for two 
months. My assignment was to ascertain the feasibility of 
establishing an integrated crop farm-feedlot-meat packing plant 
in the Khuzestan Plains. The report was published by the 
Development and Resources Corporation and used as a ba :;is of 
recommending the expansion of the livestock industry in the area 
to provide meat to Teheran and other metropolitan markets in 
Iran. 
In 1968 I served as a member of a Utah State University 
team which traveled to the Santiago del Estero area of Argentina 
to advise the Rio Dulce Co~oration relative to irrigation 
-3-
project development and to conduct a two-week seminar for river 
basin project administrators and engineers on problems related to 
soils, irrigation and drainage and production economics as 
related .to project development. A special report was prepared 
and submitted to the administration of the Rio Dulce project. 
During 1970 I traveled and worked in Venezuela, 
Columbia, Ecuador as an employee of Utah State University to help 
establish cooperative research project~ dealing with on-farm 
water management. Contacts were made, particularly in Venezuela 
and Ecuador, with government agencies and Universities to 
establish research projects which will be carried out by graduate 
students. 
During 1976 I traveled to Senegal, Africa as a member 
of a three man team to analyze the needs for and make recommenda-
tions for the establishment of an ftgricultural college to serve 
the needs of West Africa. 
QUESTION: 
Do you serve in any professional related capacities to 
which you have not testified. 
ANSWER: 
Yes. I am an appointed member of the State Farmland 
Evaluation Advisory Committee, created under the Farmland 
Assessment Act of 1969 (Sections 59-5-86 through 59-5-105, Utah 
Code Annotated 1953, as amended). The duties of this committee 
include an annual review of the several classifications of land 
in agricultural use in Utah, and to make recommendation to the 
State Tax Commission relative to fair value of such lands based 
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upon production capabilities when devoted to agriculture uses. I 
have also made appraisals of rural properties on a fee basis. 
During 1970 and 1971, I was in charge of a project to ascertain 
agricultural use values for all private farmland and grazing land 
in Utah. This work has continued and I supervised the updating 
of cost and return budgets for as late as 1976. 
QUESTION: 
What writings and printed matters have you authored? 
ANSWER: 
I have written and collaborated with o t her researchers 
in writing several dozen research bulletins and articles relating 
to the economics of agricultural production in Utah. 
QUESTION: 
groups? 
ANSWER: 
Are you a member of any professional societies or 
Yes, I am a member of the American Society of Farm 
Managers and Rural Appraisers. I have been College Vice 
President of the American Society. I am also a member of the 
Utah Chapter of the American Society. I have held several 
offices in the Utah Chapter. I served as secretary-treasurer for 
a number of years. I served as president in 1972-73. ~~ 
~rrently a diroeto r of, the Utah Chap~ 
QUESTION: 
Do you presently own a farm or ranch? 
ANSWER: 
Yes, I and my family own and operate a 320-(lcre ranch 
-5-
'-
in Cache County, Utah. We raise and sell r egis t ered Red Angus 
breeding s tock. We sprinkler irrigate approximately 55 acres of 
land to produce forage crops for winter feed. 
QUESTION: 
Do your professional duties involve you in any studies 
or analyses of the costs of producing crops on irrigated land in 
Utah? 
ANSWER: 
Yes. 
QUESTION: 
And what is that involvement? 
ANSWER: 
For a number of years I was involved in cost and return 
analysis for various farm enterprises in Utah. 
In my research related to the Farmland Assessment Act I 
made analyses of cost and returns for crops produced on various 
classes of land in Utah. This information has been published in 
the form of enterprise cost and return budgets and used to ' 
establish earnings values for establishing assessed values for 
the various classes of land. 
I am interested in costs and returns as they affect the 
net earning ability of farmland and the capitalized value of the 
income stream as an estimate of the land value. 
QUESTION: 
What is the purpose of your testimony ? 
ANSWER: 
The purpose of my testimony is to describe briefly the 
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development of irrigated agriculture in the State of Utah; the 
effect which the pumping of irrigation water has had on that 
d'eve lopm-ent; the adverse impact wh ieh wi 11 resu 1 t to aricul ture 
'if there is a significant increase in energy charges, and the 
problems that attend the load management program proposed by Utah 
Power and Light Company. 
QUESTION: 
Can you briefly tell us what has been the development 
of irrigated agriculture in the State of Utah? 
ANSWER: 
Irrigated Agricultural development in Utah was first 
accomplished by diverting water from streams and by using gravity 
flow the water was conveyed through canals or ditches t o fields 
where irrigation was accomplished. Later where feasible, 
reservoirs were built to provide water storage for regulating the 
availability of irrigation water throughout the growing season. 
Stream flow was often too low during the late summer to provide 
water for late season crops. In some instances , an electric 
power generating capacity was also realized as a result of 
irrigation project development. 
Later as the easier or less costly sources of water 
were fully developed it became necessary to utilize other sources 
by pumping from underground reservoirs or by pumping water from 
streams or ponds. In some cases the pumping provides water to 
higher elevation lands that have irrigation potent i al. In some 
cases pumping not only lifts water but also place s it under 
pressure to be distributed through sprinkler systems. Sprinkling 
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increases irrigation efficiency making it possible to irrigate 
more acres wi th a gi ven amo'un t of wa ter. Also it is poss ible to 
irrigate lands by sprinklers that ~ too unlevel to irrigate by 
surface irrigation methods.' 
QUESTION: 
Can you tell us 'whether or not the pumping of 
irrigation water has resulted in increasing agricultural 
productivity for the State of Utah? 
ANSWER: 
Yes, it has resulted in an increased agricultural 
productivity for the state. This is because pumping (1) has made 
it possible to utilize water resources that were formerly unused; 
(2) has increased the efficiency of irrigation; and (3) has 
brought land under irrigation which was formerly grazingland or 
dry cropland. This latter change of use has resulte~ in 
increased land values, both as to wealth and tax base, as a 
result of the investment made in irrigation. 
QUESTION: 
Has the availability of electricity affected the 
development of irrigated agriculture to which you havE~ referred? 
ANSWER: 
Yes, it has. Electricity is a prime source of energy 
for pumping from underground sources of water and from streams 
and ponds. 
QUESTION: 
Are you familiar with the pending proposal of Utah 
Power & Light Company to increase energy costs for irrigation? 
-8-
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ANSWER: 
Yes. 
QUESTION: 
Do you have an opinion as to whether a further rate 
increase in these proceedings will have an economic effect on 
irrigation pumpers in the state? 
ANSWER: 
Yes. 
QUESTION: 
And what is that opinion? 
ANSWER: 
Any further increase arising out of this phase of the 
proceedings will have an adverse effect on irrigation pumpers. 
QUESTION: 
And why is that? 
ANSWER: 
As I have previously testified, in the development of 
pump irrigation, farmers had a choice between electricity and 
other energy sources. Many chose electricity because it was 
lower cost. After the choice had been made and the electric 
installation made the farmers had fixed or sunk costs which 
essentially removes the possibility of shifting to other sources 
of energy as the relative costs of the various sources fluctuate 
one with another. Any increase in energy costs regardless of 
energy type used has the effect of reducing profitability for the 
individual farmer and of making irrigation pumpers generally at a 
disadvantage compared to farmers who do not have to rely on 
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pumping. 
QUESTION: 
Couldn't the farmer pass the rate increase on to 
handlers and processers who would in turn, pass the rate increase 
on to consumers of the products? 
ANSWER: 
Not actually. Farmers operate in what economists call 
a perfectly competitive market situation. As a result of this 
situation, the farmer produces his crop with all the costs 
incurred prior to the time the crop is harvested and then he must 
accept the price that is determined in the marketplace for his 
products. He is a price taker as compared to a price maker ~ 
The farmer is also largely a price taker for the inputs 
of production such as electricity for pumping irrigation water. 
If electricity costs more per unit it has to be absorbed by the 
farmer since he cannot raise his product price above what the 
market dictates~If an energy cost increase results in lower 
productivity the consumer will be confronted with higher prices 
for food. 
QUESTION: 
Have you made a current study of the estimated average 
receipts, costs and net returns per acre for producing the major 
Utah crops? 
ANSWER: 
Yes, I have. I participated in the study and 
preparation of crop budgets for various major Utah crops for the 
year 1977. Enterprise budgets for selected crops are in the 
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publication of the Utah State Department of Agricultu r e and the 
United States Department of Agriculture entitled, "Utah 
Agricultural Statistics 1978," at page 98 et seq. 
QUESTION: 
,tj / -- I) , 
I hand you what has been marked as Exhibi t ~~HD-l -, and 
will ask you if you can identify the same. 
ANSWER: 
Yes, the Exhibit reflects the results of our study as 
the same relates to average receipts, costs and net rl~turn per 
acre for the crops enumerated on the Exhibit. The pa r ticular 
budgets were prepared for Class II irrigated land, which 
represents the better land and water situations found in many 
'J-- / - p 
Utah counties. The budgets comprising Exhibit -I:rH-B--} do not 
r~flect any electr ic energy costs nor the changes in r eceipts for 
1978, for the three major crops shown. The estimated average 
receipts in 1978 for alfalfa hay is $40.00 per ton, barley $2.10 
per bushel, and corn silage $15.00 per' ton. 
QUEsrrION: 
Has an Exhibit been prepared by you reflecting the 
electric energy costs for 1978, for the three major crops of 
barley, alfalfa and corn silage? ' 
ANSWER : 
Yes, it has. 
QUESTION: 
-,} ) ~) . - / 
I hand you wha t has been marked as £xhibi t IilID--2, and 
will ask if you c a n identify it. 
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ANS\"lER: 
Yes, this Exhibit shows the estimated average receipts 
and costs per acre, including the average energy costs per acre 
for the years indicated on the Exhibit.. This Exhibit does not 
reflect the substantial reduction in gross receipts ~er acre for 
alfalfa and corn silage for the year 1978. 
QUESTION: 
In the event of an increase in irrigation pl~nping 
rates, do the pumpers have any economic recourse? 
ANS\1ER: 
The only recourse the farmer has is to use less power 
which reduces his production or in essence means he ceases 
production. The increased power cost if he continues to pum9 
as before the rate increase means a lower net return or a nega-
tive net returti to the farmer; and if he elects to no~ use the 
power, he reduces his gross income potential. 
To elect to use less power would result in reduced 
agricultural product to sell which would necessitate that the 
farmer either find off-farm employment to supple:r.1ent his income 
or leave agriculture entirely and either lease, rent or sell his 
land. 
QUES'rION: 
Can you tell us whether or not an increase in 
irrigation pumping rates will reduce the earning value of the 
pumper's farm land? 
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ANSWER: 
The net effect of an increas e in th e p umping cost 
assuming other costs remain the same, will be to reduce the net 
earning value of farmland. This can be explained by the process 
known as capitalization. In the capitalization process we say: 
Value = net income 
capitalization rate 
In the above formula if the net income is decreased as 
a result of a powe r rate increase then the value wi ll be reduced. ) , ,t 
I ",L.) ,, ( 
This will Jed~e in making credit harde r to obtain and the sale 
value of land used in agriculture production being lower. 
QUESTION: 
Would you summarize your testimony thus far? 
ANSWER: 
Certainly. 
In summary of my testimony thus far, the following 
, '>( ~oints are valid in ascertaining the si tuation relativ(~ to 
:\ r • ~ 
" II } '\; i rr ig a t ion by pump ing and an increase in elect ric power ra tes . 
-/ I • • l\ ,~\ ,/ h~; "} 1. Farmers made investments and the decision to use 
I ~j ~ ,~ ~ rj~ electric power on the basis of rates established by th e utility ' 
\ ~ / 
"\ . )' ',company. 
,,~ ,... J 
, 4J ( ,I 
- \~. ~ I 2 · 0 n e 0 f the rea son s the r e has bee nan inc rea s e i n 
')/ irrigated land in Utah has been through the increasedJse of 
~\ power for pumping i rrigation water from underground so urces and 
for sprinkling mak i ng it possible to irrigate more acres. 
3. Any increase in rates at this time or in the future 
will: 
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QUESTION: 
a. decrease the competitive position of electric 
power relative to other ene~gy sources and as a 
./ 
result reduce the /adopti9n of electrici~y for 
pu£ping irrigat.(on wat/r. Thfs wi-l-l result in 
--==- --
less irrigation development in Utah and perhaps 
some land currently irrigated by pumping will not 
be irrigated. 
b. result in increased costs of production for 
any farmer using electric power. Since farmers 
must absorb the cost increase because they operate 
under conditions approaching a perfectly 
competitive market situation, they will either 
have greater losses or reduced net return. 
c. force farmers operating at the economic margin 
to take other supplemental or fulltime ~mployment 
thus reducing agricultural output. 
d. will reduce the earning value of farmland 
making it more difficult for pump irrigation 
farmers using electricity to obtain credit. 
e. will reduce the sale value of farms reliant on 
pump irrigation using electricity. 
Have you reviewed the load control program proposed by 
the applicant in these proceedings? 
ANSWER: 
Yes, I have. 
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QUESTION: 
Do you have 'an opinion as to whether or not irrigators 
who use electric power for irrigation will experience any 
sUbstantial problems or difficulties in participating in that 
program? 
ANSWER: 
Yes, I have an opinion on that matter. 
QUESTION: 
And what is that opinion? 
ANSWER: 
Whether or not a particular irrigator can participate 
in th e U.P. & L. load control program depends on his specific 
circumstances. In my opinion a significant percentage of the 
farmers will experience such problems and difficulties as to make 
the program inoperable for them. 
QUESTION: 
refer? 
ANSWER: 
What are those problems and difficulties to which you 
I would classify the problems and difficulties into 
three principal groups. First, in many cases the acreage under 
production requires the pumping of water on virtually a 24 hour, 
7 day a we e k basi s , except for some movement of pipes and minor 
maintenance . In the event that such an irrigator shut down for a 
twelve hour period during the mid part of a week day, he runs a 
real risk of losing part of his crop. The other alternative, 
with the same ult i mate result, is for the farmer to reduce his 
-15-
--- -_._-- -... -- - _. 
acreage to correlate with the reduced water whi ch wou ~ d be 
available under the loa~ control program. This group of 
irrigators general ly -would be pumping from deep wells~ 
A second group would be those irrig a t o rs who, in whole 
or in part, use power to pump or lift water from canals or 
rivers, onto their acreage, as a part of a scheduled water turn. 
In the event that a farmer's right to use the irrigation water 
coincided with th e load control shut down period , he would 
forfeit his right to the water, or incur the penalty for not 
being on the load control progra~. Further, in the event of the 
forfeiture of the water, the farmer would either lose crops which 
had been planted, or he must curtail his acreage in pI'oduction. 
In my opinion it would be an administrative 
impossibility, for U.P. & L. to coordinate with all of the canal 
and irrigation companies to avoid the conflict between the load 
management period and scheduled watering turns. 
Whether or not the non-use of water, by either those 
who pump from wells, or those who pump from canals or rivers will 
result in any loss of water rights for non-use is a legal 
question which should be resolved with certainty by anyone 
curtailing his use of water. 
A third category of difficulties is that which results 
from the load control program and affects the quality or 
effectiveness of the irrigation. For example J, in certain parts 
of the state a shut down and subsequent starting of well pumps 
may result in incre ased salinity of the soil, with an adverse 
affect on the crops. Also, a shut down and re-starting of the 
-16-
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pumps will often result in sand in the irrigation system. 
Pumping at maximum capacity as would be encouraged by the load 
management program often causes sand to flow from the well with 
the water which may result in damage to the well, the pump and 
the irrigation system. 
Where sprinklers are used, a shut down of the pumps 
results in draining of the water from the sprinklers, and the 
requirement of additional labor and time to make the sprinklers 
immovable from the effects of wind or otherwise rolling. Also, 
time to refill the system is required. 
Where the pumped water is applied by gravity flow 
through rows of crops, a shut down and subsequent starting of the 
pumps, results in rows being re-irrigated, to the poirrt where the 
water reached at the time of the shut down under load control. 
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Alfalfa: Average receipts, costs and net returns 
per acre on Class II land. Utah, 1977. 
Power 
Times Lator and 
Hachinery 
Haterfals 
and Total 
Services 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - -$/Acre- - - - - -- - - - - - - - -
Receipts: 
Alfalfa 
By product 
Variable Costs: 
Fertilizer 
SOli Av. P. 
Fertilizing 
Corrugating 
Dit ching 
Spraying 
Irrigating 
Water, operat ing 
& ma i ntenan ce 
S .... athing 
Baling 
Hauling & stacking 
Interest 
Fixed costs: 
4.25 ton @ $58 .00 
O. 25 A UtI @ 6/ A UM 
@ $lJ 8 .00/ton 
8 acre/hr. 1 
4 acre/hr. 1 
1 
6 acres/hr~~ pt Fursdan 1 
2 acre/hr. 4 
3 acre/hr. @ $5.75/acre 3 
S8.90/ton, $0.27/bale ) 
$6 . 60 ton, $0.20 bale 
107. var. costs for 6 mo. 
$0.50 
1. 00 
It. 50 
0.67 
8.00 
4.00 
5.33 
17.65 
$1. 50 
1. 00 
0.50 
0.73 
13. 25 
28.7 5 
10.40 
Land taxes $85.00 assessed value X 70 mill s (under Farm land As s essme n t Act) 
Other costs: 
I nsu r an ce, etc. 
Establishment cost for stand of alfalfa 
Total Costs: 
Cost per Ton: 
Net return to land.and management: 
$ 7 • 67 
2.05 
6.00 
3.75 
$5.95 
$8 . 00 
$246.50 
1. 75 
$248. 25 
$ 7.67 
2 .00 
2.00 
1.00 
3.45 
8.00 
6.00 
17.25 
37.83 
28.05 
5.66 
Sl18.91 
$ 5.95 
$ 8 . 00 
24.00 
$156.86 
$ 36.91 
$ 91. 39 
Barley: Average receipts, coSts, and net recurns, 
per acre, Class II land, Utah, 1977. 
E:~HIBIT LHD-l 
P. 2 
l~-~~-- 1- Power Ma tec'.a1s Item Rate Times Labor and and Total ~~ ____________________ ~ __ ~ ___________________________ ~ ________ ~ _________ -L~M~a~c~h~i~n~er Serv t c e~s~~ __________ ~ I - - - - - - $/ Acre - - - - -
Receipts: 
Barley, 80 Bu. 
By products 
Variable Costs: 
Plowing 
Spike 
Harrcwing Danish 
Land Plane 
Fert~.lizer : 
700 Av. N. 
30t) Av. P. 
Spreading Fertilizer 
Seed 
Planting 
Corregating 
Ditching 
Irrigatin!~ 
Water, Operating and 
Main tenanee 
Spraying 
Combining 
Binning 
Interest 
Fixed Costs: 
T_and Taxes ' 
Other COSts: 
Ins urance Cost, etc 
Total Costs: 
Cost Per Bushel: 
$1. 85/bu. 
1.5 acre/hr. 
5.0 acre/hr. 
3.0 acre/hr. 
$132/ ton 
SUS/ton 
8 acre/hr. 
lOOtl/acre 
3 acre/hr. 
1 acre/hr. 
/acre 
10 acre/hr ! 
custom 
.lO/cwt. 
10% vat'. costs for 6 mos. 
85.00 Assessed Value X 
70 mill levi (Under 
Farm Land Assessment Act) 
I ~e t Re turn to Land and I ~gt. Lab or COSt: 4.00 / hr.: 
1 2.67 7.33 
2 1. 60 3.20 
2 2.67 3.33 
1 .50 1. 50 
1 1. 33 3.17 
.75 .75 
.50 .50 
3 12.00 
1 .40 1. 00 
1. 27 2.57 
13.59 
4.60 
8. SO 
6.00 
1. 00 
15.00 
4.79 
5.9 5 
8 . 00 
$148.00 
__ ~OO 
$15 J. 00 
10.00 
4.80 
6 .00 
13.59 
4.60 
2.00 
8.50 
4.50 
1. 50 
1. 00 
12.00 
6.00 
2.40 
15.00 
3.84 
4.79 
S100.52 
5.95 
8 .00 
S13.95 
$114. 47 
S 1. 43 
S38.97 
.' 
I 
I 
I 
I 
~':".'.J..""".I... ~.I..I.J.../ .. 
Corn Silage: Average receipts, costs, and net returns 
per acre on Class II land, Utah, 1977. 
P. :3 
I I l Power Materials Item Rate ' Times Labor a~d and Total _ _ _ Mach1nerv Servi c.~e~s __ ~ __________ ~ 
Receipts: 
18 ton/acre 
Variable Costs: 
Plowing 
Harrowing 
Spike-Danish 
Land Plane 
Fertilizer 
14011 Av. N. 
SOli Av. P. 
Spreading fert. 
Seed 
Dyfonate 
Spraying 
Cultivating 
& Furrowing 
Ditching 
Irrigating 
Water, Operating 
& Maintenance 
Chopping outfit 
Hauling to Silo 
Packing 
Silo Cover 
Interest 
Fixed Costs: 
Land Taxes 
Other Costs: 
Insurance, etc. 
Total Costs: 
Cost per ton 
$18.20/ton 
1.5 acre/hr. 1 
5 acre/hr. 2 
3 acre/hr. 2 
$132/ton 
138/ton 
S acre/hr. 1 
2011 @ $.60/1b. 
7 If! acre 
10 acre/hr. 1 
3 acre/hr. 1 
1 
5 
2 rmV' $22/hr.-l 
acre/hr. $1.22/ton 1. 
2 trucks @ $15/hr. 
$1.67/ton 1. 
2 tractors @ $10/hr. 
$l.ll/ton 1 
$.40/ton 
10i. var. costs for 6 mo. 
$85 assessed value 
X 70 mills (under 
Fa.rmland Assessment Act) 
Net return to land and management 
- S/Acre - - - - -
$309.60 
$ 2.67 $ 7.33 10.00 
1.60 3.20 4.80 
2.67 3.33 6.00 
$ 27.18 27.18 
7.67 7.67 
0.50 1. 50 2.00 
12.00 12.00 
7.50 7.50 
0.40 1. 00 1. 00 2.40 
1. 33 2.67 4.00 
0.25 0.75 1.00 
20.00 20.00 
6.00 6 . 00 
4100- 18.00 22.00 
8.00 22.00 30.00 
8.00 12.00 20.00 
7.20 7.20 
9.49 9.49 
$199.24 
5.95 5.95 
8.00 8.00 
S213.19 
11. 84 
96.41 
Barley: Average receipts. costs, and net returns, 
per acre. Class II land, Utah, 1977. 
E~(HIBIT LHO-l 
P. 2 
-- -~ T----- --I:-~ I Power Materials Ra te Times Labor and and Total ~________________ _ __ Servi~e9 Item 
Receipts: 
Barley, 80 Bu. 
By produc ts 
Variable Costs: 
Plowing 
, Spike Harr~wing Danish 
Land Plane 
Fert:Uizer: 
70U Av. N. 
30fJ Av. P. 
Spreading Fertilizer 
Seed 
Planting 
Corregat1ng 
Ditching 
Irrigating 
Water, Operating and 
Maintenance 
Spraying 
Combining 
Binning 
Interest 
Fixed Costs: 
T~and Taxes 
Other Costs: 
Insuran ce Cost, etc 
To tal Coses: 
Cost Per Bushel : 
Net Return to Land and 
$1.85/bu. 
1. 5 acre/hr. 
5.0 acre/hr. 
3.0 acre/hr. 
$132/ ton 
$138/ton 
8 acre/hr. 
10011/ acre 
3 acre/hr. 
1 acre/hr. 
/acre 
10 acre/hr. 
custom 
.lO/ewt. 
lOr. var. costs for 6 mos. 
85.00 Assessed V~lue X 
70 mill levi (Under 
Farm Land Assessment Act) 
Mgt. Labor Cost: 4.00/hr.: 
1 
2 
2 
1 
3 
1 
2.67 
1. 60 
2. 67 
.50 
1. 33 
.75 
.50 
12.00 
.40 
1. 27 
- - - - - - - $/Acre - - - - - - -
7.33 
3.20 
3.33 
13.59 
4.60 
1. 50 
8.50 
3.17 
.75 
.50 
6.00 
1. 00 1.00 
15.00 
2.57 
4.79 
5.95 
8.00 
$148.00 
5.00 
---
$15 J: 00 
10.00 
4.80 
6.00 
13.59 
4.60 
2.00 
8.50 
4.50 
1. 50 
1. 00 
12.00 
6.00 
2.40 
15.00 
3.84 
4.79 
SlOO.52 
5.95 
8.00 
S13.95 
$114.47 
S 1. 43 
S38.97 
..... I 
Item 
Receipts: 
18 ton/acre 
Variable Costs: 
Plowing 
Harrowing 
Spike-Danish 
Land Plane 
Fertilizer 
14011 Av. N. 
5011 Av. P. 
Spreading fert. 
Seed 
Dyfonate 
Spraying 
Cultivating 
& Furrowing 
Ditching 
Irrigating 
Water, Operating 
& Maintenance 
Chopping outfit: 
Hauling to Silo 
Packing 
Silo Cover 
Interest 
Fixed Costs: 
Land Taxes 
Other Costs: 
Insurance, etc. 
Total Costs: 
Cost per ton: 
.t;)l.tilJjl.'1' LtiU- J.. 
.P. 3 
Corn Silage: Average receipts, costs, and net returns 
per acre on Class II lann, Utah, 1977. 
Rate Times 
$18.20/ton 
1.5 acre/hr. 1 
5 acre/hr. 2 
3 acre/hr . 2 
$132/ton 
138/ton 
8 acre/hr. 1 
20~1 @ $. 60/1b. 
711/ acre 
10 acre/hr. J. 
3 acre/hr. 1 
]. 
5 
2 r. mv $ 22/ hr. -1 
acre/hr. $1.22/ton 1 
2 trucks @ $lS/hr. 
$1. 67/ ton 1 
2 tractors @ $lO/hr. 
$l.ll/ton 1 
$.40/ton 
107. var. costs for 6 mo. 
$85 assessed value 
X 70 mills (under 
Farmland Assessment Act) 
-.........-
Power Ma ter 
Labor and and 
Machinery Servi 
i~:IS -
Total 
ces 
------1 
- - - - - - - - - - - $/ACl -e - - - - - - -
$ 309.60 
$ 2.67 $ 7.33 10.00 
1. 60 3.20 4.80 
2.67 3.33 6.00 
$ 27.113 27.18 
7.6/ 7.67 
0.50 1. 50 2.00 
12.00 12.00 
7.50 7.50 
0.40 1. 00 1.00 2.40 
1. 33 2.67 4.00 
0.25 0 .7 5 1. 00 
20.00 20.00 
6.00 6.00 
4.00 18.00 22.00 
8.00 22 .00 30.00 
8.00 12.00 20.00 
7.20 7.20 
9.49 9.49 
$199.24 
5.95 5.95 
8.00 8.00 
$213.19 
11. 84 
Net return to land and management: 96.41 
.....; .....; 
I 
o 
::r:~ 
H 
E-i 
H 
~ 
H 
........ 
X 
r.t.l 
I 
I 
Item Rate 
Alfalfa: Avera ge receipts, costs and net returns 
per acre on Class II land, Utah, 1977 . 
Power 
Times Lacor and 
Machinery 
Haterials 
and Total 
Services 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -S/Acre- - - - - -- - - - - - -
Receipts: 
Alfalfa 4.25 ton @ $58.00 
By product 0.25 ADM @ 6/AUM 
Variable Costs: 
Fertilizer 
50# Av. P. @ $138.0Q/ton 
Fertilizing 8 acre/hr. 
Cor ru gat ing 4 acre/hr. 
Ditching 
Spraying 6 acres/hr/~ pt Fursdan 
Irrigating 2 acre/hr. 
Water, operating 
(. maintenance 
Swathing 3 acre/hr. @ $5.75/acre 
Baling $8.90/ton, $0.27/bale 
Hauling & stacking $6.60 ton, $0.20 bale 
Interest 10% var. costs for 6 mo. 
nct taxes ;;>~) 
Other costs: 
Insurance, etc. 
Establishment cost for stand of alfalfa 
Total Costs: 
Cost per Ton: 
Net return to land , and management: 
1 $0.50 $1. 50 
1 1.00 1. 00 
1 d.50 0.50 
1 0.67 0.73 
4 8.00 
3 4.00 13.25 
3 5.33 28.75 
17.65 10.40 
ct) 
$ 7 . 67 
2.05 
6.00 
3.75 
~5.95 
$8.00 
$246.50 
1. 75 
$248.25 
$ 7.67 
2 .00 
2.00 
1.00 
3.45 
8.00 
6.00 
17.25 
37.83 
28.05 
5 . 66 
S 5.95 
S 8 . 00 
24.00 
$15 6 .86 
S 36.91 
S 91. 39 
-
I 
I 
~. 
-')-- f 
,7-
' . 
Average receipts and costs per acre for 1977 
for producing barley, alfalfa , and corn silage, 
and average energy costs for "years indicated. 
EXHIBIT bH-D--r 
Crop 
Corn 
Barl~ Alfalfa Sila~ 
----
Gross receipts $153.00 $248.25 $309.60 
Total costs other than water 
charges 108.47 150.86 207.19 
----
Return to water, land and 
management 44.53 97.39 102.41 
Standard surface water costs 6.00 6.00 6.00 
Energy cost (estimated) for 
pumping, assuming 4 acre 
feet per acre is used: 
Average, 1976 31.00 31.00 31 .00 
Average, 1978 44.50 44.50 44.50 
/ 
